
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1398 April 3, 2001
Arsenic is found in the tap water of

millions of American homes. Over 26
million American homes have levels
averaging over 5 parts per billion. Sci-
entists point out that not everybody is
equally susceptible. It is the children
and pregnant women who are espe-
cially susceptible. A wider margin of
safety might be needed when con-
ducting risk assessments, the National
Academy found, because of variations
of the sensitivity of these individuals.
But the Bush administration has pro-
posed that we go back to the standard
that was good enough for 1942.

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply concerned
that this Congress, in its rush to focus
on a very narrow agenda from the ad-
ministration where they do not want to
talk about these inconvenient pro-
posals, these inconvenient reminders of
their campaign pledges, they want to
narrow the discussion to their eco-
nomic agenda, and actually I do not
have any qualms about the American
public turning a searchlight on that
proposal, on the $1.6 trillion tax cut
that was conjured up by Presidential
candidate Bush 2 years ago because it
was just right. We did not need it. The
economy was rolling along and, there-
fore, we needed to return the surplus.
Now the same proposal is needed when
the economy is going down because
that is somehow magically going to
stimulate the economy. But of course
that was not going to stimulate the
economy 2 years ago.

There is a certain discontinuity, I
find, in terms of that argument, and I
would wish that the American public
would focus on it. I would wish that the
American public would focus on the il-
lusory $5.6 trillion surplus that the ad-
ministration is claiming, except if they
use the same budget assumptions that
the recent commission reporting on So-
cial Security and Medicare reported
on, that the budget surplus evaporates.
They assume that we are going to
spend at a lower rate than even the
revolution of Mr. Gingrich when they
were riding high, and we never
achieved the 4 percent reduction. They
are assuming that tax breaks that we
know are going to be reinstituted
somehow are magically going to go
away. And the fact that millions of
Americans are going to be subjected to
the alternative minimum tax, and we
know that we are going to fix that at a
cost of probably $400 billion, all of
these are ignored.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to debate
these on the floor of the Chamber. It
would be nice to have debate time rath-
er than rushing it through. At least our
colleagues in the Senate are going to
take some time and deliberate on it. I
think it is ironic that this tax cut my
colleagues think is so important, they
have permitted 1 hour debate. At a
time when we were standing around
waiting for my colleagues to come
back from meetings across the coun-
try, we could have had an opportunity
to discuss it, if not amend it.

While we have that debate, it is im-
portant that every American reflect on

what is going on in the back rooms
here in Washington, D.C., what is going
on in the agencies as we are having
campaign pledges reversed, as we are
having campaign promises ignored, and
we are having vital protections for the
American public put at risk.

I came to Congress committed to
work in a bipartisan, cooperative way
for the Federal Government to be a
better partner working with commu-
nities to make them more livable, to
make our families safe, healthy and
more economically secure.

Mr. Speaker, I fear that reversing the
arsenic standard, drilling in the Arctic
Wildlife Refuge, ignoring energy con-
servation, and turning our back on our
leadership in global climate change is
not in keeping with that goal.

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that there
will be time for Congress to give voice
to what the American public is con-
cerned about in protecting the environ-
ment, and urge the Bush administra-
tion to reconsider these ill-advised
policies. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the
opportunity to discuss these issues this
evening.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
for his leadership in the fight to build livable
communities in a livable world.

I rise tonight to speak out against the pollu-
tion of our waters, our atmosphere, our wilder-
ness, and our children.

Arsenic causes cancer. Global temperatures
are climbing every year.

These are not wild theories, they are estab-
lished science.

Nonetheless, the Bush Administration is
turning back the clock to 1942 on arsenic reg-
ulations, is seeking to plunder the Arctic Wild-
life Refuge, and is declaring that the Kyoto
Protocol on Global Climate Change is dead on
arrival.

As a candidate, George W. Bush declared,
‘‘We will require all power plants to meet clean
air standards in order to reduce emissions of
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, mercury and
carbon dioxide within a reasonable period of
time.’’

He also states that voluntary reductions
were insufficient: ‘‘in Texas, we’ve done better
with mandatory reductions, and I believe the
nation can do better.’’

I agree. We can do better.
However, as President, Mr. Bush has re-

versed himself on carbon dioxide, claiming
that the nation cannot afford to reduce emis-
sions.

The fact is, we can’t afford not to.
We cannot erase decades of progress.
We cannot wipe out the accomplishments of

such wild eyed radicals as Richard Nixon who
signed the Endangered Species and Clean Air
Acts.

We have to move forward, not backward.
We have to set drinking water standards

that will safeguard human health.
We need to establish protections for the

Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and other irre-
placeable wilderness areas.

And we need to live up to our commitments
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions because
global warming threatens the well-being of the
entire planet.

Tomorrow, as a first step in restoring our
national and international commitments to a

cleaner environment, I will be introducing the
Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Global Climate
Change Act.

This resolution will send a strong message
to the President and the country that Con-
gress will hold Mr. Bush to his campaign
promises, that it recognizes that global warm-
ing poses grave dangers to our environment,
our economy, and our national security, and
that this country must seek to reduce its CO2

emissions.
As a member of the International Relations

Committee, I am fully aware of the impact that
abandoning our commitment to reduce green-
house gas emissions will have on our allies in
Europe and throughout the world.

As a member of the human race, I am
aware of the impact that it will have on our
planet.

We must uphold our commitments and re-
sponsibilities to the rest of the world.

We are the biggest contributor to global
warming, and we must also take the lead in
reducing pollution.

Clean air and clean water are the most
basic of human rights.

However, we have a President who appar-
ently feels that arsenic is good for kids, that oil
spills are good for caribou, and that excessive
carbon dioxide is good for all of us.

The American people disagree.
They overwhelmingly oppose weakening ar-

senic standards, drilling in the Arctic Wildlife
Refuge, and abandoning CO2 reductions.

We cannot turn back the clock, we cannot
abandon our commitments, and we cannot
give up this fight for our future.

f
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ELIMINATING THE ESTATE TAX

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CANTOR). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, when I
came to Congress a little over 4 years
ago, I came here with some very spe-
cific objectives in mind as well. And
since coming to Congress, we have
achieved a lot of the things that I
sought to do in working with the House
and our brethren in the Senate and the
administration. For the 4th year in row
we have balanced the Federal budget.
We are actually paying down the pub-
licly held debt. We have done that.
This year it will be over $600 billion.

We have protected Social Security
and Medicare. We cut taxes back in
1997, something that had not happened
in a very long time. In fact, the truth
is the budget being balanced for the
first time 4 years ago was the first
time since 1969 when I was 8 years old.
All my formative years all I heard
about was deficits, deficits, deficits.
And so finally we have gotten the fiscal
house in order here in the United
States Congress.

It is sort of ironic that our colleagues
on the other side under whose steward-
ship the debt ballooned and spending
ballooned now have this new-found
sense of fiscal responsibility which in
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the previous 40 years as these things
were going on, they did not seem to
abide that same compulsion toward
constraint.

As a result, we spent and spent and
spent to the point to where our chil-
dren’s future was very much in jeop-
ardy and we piled up more and more
debt. We are in a position now, Mr.
Speaker, where we actually have got-
ten to the point that the Federal Gov-
ernment is taking in more money than
it takes to run the cost of government.
That means that the people in this
country are overtaxed.

I would like to read for my col-
leagues something that a newspaper in
my home State of South Dakota wrote
recently. It says,

For the first time in recent memory, some-
one in Washington is looking the American
people in the eye and stating the obvious.
The Federal Government taxes too much and
spends too much. It is refreshing to hear
someone in Washington, D.C. state candidly
that reducing the growth of spending is not
a cut and that the source of deficits is unre-
strained growth in spending. For Bush’s
budget plan to work as advertised, Members
of Congress, the people who actually write
the spending bills, have to listen to Bush’s
message. We hope they heard what the rest
of us heard: ‘‘You’re taxing us too much and
spending too much of our money.’’

That is from the Rapid City Journal
dated February 28, 2001.

Tomorrow, Mr. Speaker, we take up
yet another piece of the tax plan that
will allow the American people to keep
more of their hard-earned dollars. We
have for several weeks now been work-
ing in a systematic way here in the
House to lessen the tax burden on
working families in this country, to
put some fairness and equity back into
the Tax Code as it pertains to married
couples who are penalized in the form
of higher taxes because they chose to
get married.

We are trying to bring some much
needed tax relief to people who are
raising families by increasing the per
child tax credit and a number of other
things, marginal rate reductions which
affects everybody contrary to what our
colleagues and our opponents of this
legislation are suggesting, actually
benefits everybody who pays income
taxes in this country by lowering of
rates.

The other thing is, Mr. Speaker, it
actually brings tax reform to the Tax
Code. Not only are we talking about
tax relief, but about making the Tax
Code more fair and reforming it in a
way that makes it more equitable for
the American people who pay all the
taxes.

Tomorrow we pick up another piece.
We start a debate, a debate which is
long overdue, a debate which we have
held here before this in this body. And
on previous occasions have actually
passed legislation that would eliminate
the death tax, but unfortunately it ran
into a veto pen at the other end of
Pennsylvania Avenue.

Tomorrow we will take that legisla-
tion up again, very important legisla-

tion, and what I would like to visit
about here in just a moment, and that
is the death tax. It impacts farmers
and ranchers and small businesspeople,
the people who are the heart and soul
of South Dakota’s economy and I dare-
say of economies all over this country,
particularly in rural areas of America.

We have some gentlemen on the floor
this evening who are going to join in
this discussion, one of whom is a Mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means and who had the privilege last
week, I believe, of actually reporting
out of that committee the legislation
that we will be acting on tomorrow. I
think it is important to note as we get
into this debate again that this is a tax
which is fundamentally unfair because
after the Federal Government taxes
and taxes and taxes people throughout
the course of their lifetime on their
earnings, on their work, on their accu-
mulation of wealth and everything
else, when it comes time to actually
pass on to the next generation some of
that hard work, the Federal Govern-
ment comes in again and says, ‘‘I’m
sorry, you can’t do that. We want our
fair share.’’ It just so happens the Fed-
eral Government and their fair share
takes in some cases about 55 percent of
that estate. Now, that hits farmers and
ranchers and small businesspeople
right between the eyes because in
many cases if you do not have the cash
flow that is necessary to pay the tax,
you have to liquidate the very assets
that are producing in this country,
adding to our economic growth and
creating jobs.

Mr. Speaker, this evening I would
first like to yield to the gentleman
from Arizona, a distinguished member
of the Committee on Ways and Means
who was instrumental and had a hand
in writing that legislation that we will
be acting upon tomorrow.

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league from South Dakota for taking
this time, Mr. Speaker. We are joined
by our colleague from Pennsylvania.
Again we give thanks for the oppor-
tunity to come to this Chamber as a
free people, holding opinions and living
out notions that may be diametrically
opposed.

Mr. Speaker, I could not help but no-
tice the vision of America proffered by
my friend from Oregon in the preceding
hour. It seems we have a fundamental
difference of opinion. He believes the
highest and best use of a citizen’s
money is by the Washington bureauc-
racy. There is an element of thought
here that everyday Americans should
surrender more and more and more and
more of their hard-earned money to the
Federal Government through taxation
because Washington can somehow do a
better job with that money. Mr. Speak-
er, I would simply say to those who
join us tonight, I think we have come
to understand certainly in the last half
of the preceding century that that no-
tion is exactly backwards.

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that for
years my friends on the other side have

offered that outmoded notion that your
family should sacrifice more so that
Washington can do more, when instead
we embrace the fundamental notion
that Washington should make some
sacrifices and be a good steward of the
people’s money so that families across
America can have more. That is the
crux of what we are discussing tonight.

Indeed, when you look throughout
our history, and I am so glad we are
joined by a friend from the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania. Seeing him
here on the floor, I am reminded of an-
other great Pennsylvanian who one bi-
ographer calls really the First Amer-
ican, Dr. Benjamin Franklin, a noted
scientist, statesman and a humorist.
As a publisher in Poor Richard’s Alma-
nac, it was Dr. Franklin who observed
there were only two certainties in life,
death and taxes. But even with his pre-
science, even with his foresight, I
doubt very seriously, Mr. Speaker, that
Dr. Franklin could envision the day
that the constitutional republic which
he helped to found would literally tax
Americans on the day of their death.
Yet that is the spectacle we see today.

My colleague from South Dakota
stated the problem accurately. For so
many family-held businesses, for so
many family farms and ranches, for in-
deed, Mr. Speaker, virtually the bulk
of American commerce in rural areas,
this death tax is especially egregious.

And we stand united tonight, Mr.
Speaker, to reassure the American peo-
ple that we offer a variation, a depar-
ture that rings out with echoes of the
past. Our new slogan might be, ‘‘No
taxation without respiration.’’ It is
fundamentally unfair to ask an Amer-
ican family to visit the undertaker and
the tax collector on the same day. We
have seen time after time small busi-
nesses, Mr. Speaker, what I would in-
stead suggest are more accurately de-
scribed as essential business because
we know they employ more Americans
than the major corporations in our so-
ciety, but we see small businesses, es-
sential businesses, family-owned enter-
prises snatched away by the hand of
government and this excessive tax. We
see ranches and farms, the proverbial
land rich but cash poor circumstance
because so many of those who literally
make their livings off the land, pump
their energy and their hearts and their
very being not to mention what liquid-
ity, what cash they have, back into the
land, back into the farm, back into the
ranch and when the holder of the es-
tate dies, to liquidate, to come up with
the cash to pay an extensive and expen-
sive tax bill, the farm or the ranch is
sold or divided up, subdivided, what
some might suggest is the plague of
urban sprawl.

So we come to this Chamber with a
respectfully different approach than
those on the other side who believe the
highest and best use of your money is
by Washington bureaucrats. We believe
every American family should hang on
to more of their hard-earned money
and send less of it here to Washington.
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That is why our colleague from South
Dakota outlined the fact that just last
week, we decided to say good-bye to
the marriage penalty. We decided to
raise the per child tax credit an extra
$100 this year to $600 retroactive, even-
tually up to double what it was, to a
full $1,000.

We went back earlier as my colleague
outlined and reduced the tax rates, the
margins for every American paying in-
come tax because we realized to reduce
the tax bill, that is an important step.
And now we come to this juncture,
where last week the Committee on
Ways and Means on the same day when
on this floor we voted to get rid of the
marriage penalty, we voted to increase
the per child tax credit, we voted for
common sense, family-friendly poli-
cies. We went back last week into com-
mittee and passed out of committee
and will bring to the floor here tomor-
row another common sense piece of
legislation to put the death tax to
death, because it is fundamentally un-
fair.

It is a job killer. It is a business kill-
er. It drives a stake through the heart
of family-owned enterprises. And it is
patently wrong. How wrong? Simply
stated, for all the headaches, for all the
hassles, for all the heartaches, for all
the turmoil, when you take a look at
the vast expanse of Federal revenues,
Mr. Speaker, the death tax brings into
our Treasury about 1 percent of the
total take from American citizens in
terms of taxation. Yet three-quarters
of that 1 percent is spent in hot pursuit
of those families who are grieving, of
those families who are trying to deal
with the estates, of those families who
are trying to come to grips with a fun-
damental change in circumstance, and
that leads to the unfairness.

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons and
several others, the death tax deserves
to be put to death. We will take a very
important step here tomorrow in that
action.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I recognize
my colleague from Pennsylvania,
someone who came to this Chamber at
the same time I did and a distinguished
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations and someone who also has
been a leader on this issue and someone
who I believe probably has a good num-
ber of people in his fine State just like
in my fine State who are impacted day
in and day out, the people who are cre-
ating the jobs and helping create eco-
nomic activity in this country and who
are feeling the penalty of this very pu-
nitive tax.

And it is costing not only in terms of
the tax itself and the people that it af-
fects directly but the people day in and
day out who take steps and spend dol-
lars and spend time trying to figure
out ways to avoid the tax, planning for
the estate. It has become a cottage in-
dustry.

Frankly, it is hard to factor in and to
quantify in specific terms all of the
dollars that are affected here, all the
dollars that are taken, soaked out of

the economy, not just by the death tax
and the loss of jobs it has created when
a small business or a family farm has
to sell assets in order to pay that tax
but also in the cost of avoiding the tax.
That, too, I think robs our economy in
a big way of much of the productivity
that it could otherwise generate.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for his observations as well
about this important legislation and
what we can do to further improve the
plight of small businesses and farmers
and ranchers in this country, many of
which I know live in his district.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. I
am pleased to follow the gentleman
from Arizona and my friend from
South Dakota. I bring a background of
being a small businessman myself. I
owned and operated a supermarket for
26 years. I built it from scratch. I right
now find that those who say this is
about taxes for the rich do not have
any idea what they are talking about.
Because real rich people do not pay
this tax. They use the complications of
the tax system and the way they shield
their resources, they are not the ones
that pay it. Let me tell you who does.
In the next 2 weeks, most of our small
businesses that employ the vast major-
ity of Americans are paying their in-
come tax. They pay a lot of that, too,
because they are the ones that pay the
high rate. If you have a local business
that has 100 employees and makes a de-
cent profit, they are paying a lot of
taxes and they are creating a lot of
growth and wealth for our commu-
nities.

b 2100

If you are building a community,
what kind of a business do you want?
Would you choose some global corpora-
tion that would put 500 jobs in your
community or would you take five
local companies that would put 100 jobs
in your community where the families
live there and work in the communities
and serve on local governments and
serve on boards and agencies and do all
of those things that make communities
good places to live?

I think we would all choose those five
employers that have 100 people, be-
cause they are not going to be moving
to Mexico; they are not going to move
the plant to another State because this
is their community.

If you want to talk about growing
your community, I have come from a
part of Pennsylvania that has been hit
hard with companies closing. We have
been hit hard for a lot of things that
are no fault of the workforce and no
fault of our area.

When you lose the local ownership of
a company, the large global corpora-
tions may take a look at one of the
businesses that have been in your com-
munity for years and has grown to 400
or 500 jobs and has a good workforce
and a good product line, and let a death
in the family come and that is the
chance to buy that business and make
it part of their global corporation.

Now, I am not against global cor-
porations but when you lose that local
ownership to the global corporation, it
is never the same, because 5 years from
now that business could be on a little
bit of a hard time and it is very easy to
take those machines and move them
down the road or another country, and
those jobs are gone.

The backbone of our communities is
independent business, and this tax hits
them really hard. This is the tax that
forces them to make that decision, be-
cause they cannot borrow that much
money and still make the business
profitable, and the only economic
choice they have is to sell it.

I think that is the part that people
must realize. This is the backbone of
our communities, independent busi-
nesses that are growing and prospering.
They pay that tax on January the 15th,
this year, next year, the year after.
They build this nest egg. They do not
have huge Keoghs and huge IRAs. They
have their resources in the business, in
the building, in the inventory, in the
machines. That is their family nest
egg, and maybe the funds have helped
grow the business and they have
worked like troopers to grow this busi-
ness and create more jobs in the com-
munity; and the father or the parent
dies and the business has to be sold be-
cause there is not enough equity left
after you pay the estate taxes.

Whether it is farmers, whether it is a
local supermarket, whether it is a local
manufacturer, a local processor, what-
ever, it is local employers that make
our communities good places in which
to live, and the estate tax is the great-
est threat to local jobs of any part of
our tax package. That accumulation of
wealth by buying more machines and
adding on to the building and all of
that, that is out of profits that they
have paid their taxes on. This is not
through some cheating or somehow
taking money out of the business. This
is taking the profits, paying their
taxes, taking what is left and putting
it back into the business and hiring 5
more people. That is what America is
all about. That is where we are better
than most any part of the world. The
free market system allowed someone
like me, when I started my business, to
borrow against my father’s home. Now,
today banks will not do that.

I knew one thing, though. I knew
that I could not fail, I could not jeop-
ardize my mother’s and father’s home.
I had to pay that loan back, but that is
how I got started in business because I
didn’t have any cash of my own. My fa-
ther mortgaged his home and some
land he owned so I could go into a little
small, corner grocery store and I grew
it into a supermarket that served the
community for more than 2 decades.

That is the future of America, the
ability of individuals with a new idea,
a new concept, to grow business, and
the estate tax or the death tax is one of
the greatest threats for that business
staying in your community, staying in
the next generation.
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There are very few businesses, be-

cause of the estate tax, that last to the
third generation, a small fraction.
There is a myth, a Federal estate tax is
an efficient way to distribute wealth.
Well, the reality is, and the gentleman
said it very similarly, the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee found that the cost
of collection and compliance, and that
includes the litigation and disputes be-
tween the IRS and taxpayers, makes it
a wash. So the government really does
not benefit from all the money they
spend collecting the estate taxes. It is
a wash. But at the same time those 500
jobs, those 300 jobs, those 50 jobs, those
40 jobs from our communities are gone
forever.

It is the second and third tax on the
same income, and it just should not be.

Mr. THUNE. If the gentleman would
yield back, I could not agree more. I
think, unfortunately, the gentleman
hit it exactly on the head. If you are
talking about a small town environ-
ment, a rural area like the one I come
from, oftentimes it is. I mean, the only
economic activity, the only hope for
jobs and that sort of thing in some of
those small communities, really is
those small independent businesses. If
those people cannot stay in business
because the Federal Government in-
sists on taxing them, as you said, over
and over and over again and then when
it comes time to expire they get taxed
again, there is only so much that those
small businesses can abide and still
continue to do what they do, and that
is provide the jobs and provide not only
the jobs but the benefits to their em-
ployees.

What the gentleman is talking about
here again is the cost of compliance
with the estate tax and everything
else. It robs dollars that otherwise
could be put into things like providing
health care for their employers.

Now we have a gentleman with us
here this evening, and I would note
that there is a famous gentleman from
Illinois, from his home State, who once
said, and I quote Abraham Lincoln, ‘‘It
is not the years in your life that count.
It is the life in your years.’’

Unfortunately, there are thousands
of hard working business owners and
family farmers who have a difficult
time enjoying the life in the years with
the shadow of the estate tax looming
over them.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
SHIMKUS) is with us this evening on the
floor. He is someone who as a member
of the Committee on Commerce and
someone who as well also has a number
of small businesses and people in his
district who are affected by the death
tax, and someone who I might add
whose in-laws live in South Dakota so
he has an extra special reason to be in-
terested in this because my constitu-
ents care very deeply about this. I
would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS).

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I came
over on this side because I know to-
morrow we will have a lot of our

friends on the Democrat side of the
aisle who are going to come and join us
in support. I am speaking on behalf of
my constituents and also for all my
friends on this side who again I know
will join us.

I will try to be brief. I cannot match
the eloquence of the folks down here.

Yesterday, some interest groups took
opposition with my support of the
death tax. One of the comments was
made, well, only one in 20 farms actu-
ally have to be sold. And my point to
them was, well, obviously it is not your
farm. If there is one in 20 farms, which
we know is not a good measure, it is
definitely not their farm that has to
get sold, and we can give countless
cases in the 20th District of Illinois of
farms being sold.

I have one in Christian County that
was just devastating, but I would like
to talk especially about the agricul-
tural economy as was addressed by my
colleague from Pennsylvania, the com-
pliance costs, because we know that we
are in one of the lowest periods of com-
modity prices since the Depression.

Part of farm income, income on the
balance and income statement, you
have revenue and you have expenses.
Well, people fail to understand the
compliance cost to save the farm from
the death tax is an added cost of doing
business, which in these low com-
modity prices makes it very, very dif-
ficult to make ends meet. So in elimi-
nating the death penalty, what you do
is you are going to help the farm in-
come of the family farm in the 20th
District and throughout the country.

The second thing I want to mention,
I have two cases both in Quincy, Illi-
nois. One was back in 1969, Rich
Neimann, who when his father passed
away, and he is the chairman and CEO
of Neimann Foods, Incorporated, of
Quincy, Illinois, when Richard’s father
passed away suddenly in 1969 the fam-
ily was faced with an estate tax bill of
several hundred thousand dollars which
was due, by law, within 9 months. The
Neimann family had to use all the re-
sources from the sale of the company’s
wholesale operations to pay the estate
tax bill. In essence, they sold the
wholesale operation of their business
to provide funds to pay the death tax.
That was in 1969.

More recently, 17 months ago, a good
friend of mine, a small business owner
from Quincy, Illinois, Mike Nobis, his
brothers and sisters lost their parents
17 months ago when there was a travel
accident involving their motor home,
and both the mother and his father
passed away.

The parents left behind a family
printing business and estate tax bill of
more than $370,000. To prevent this tax
burden from destroying the family
business, listen to what they did, the
company put off buying capital ex-
penses, which you would expect. They
also got the 45 employees to agree, so
they could keep their jobs, to double as
much as they pay in health insurance.
The employees agreed to double the

amount that they paid in health insur-
ance to keep the business in operation.

This is not just a burden on the small
business. This is a burden on the work-
ing men and women who are employed
by these small businesses. I just think
it is a compelling story that in small
town USA that these employees would
go to bat for the employer and suck it
up to keep the business in operation.

Two last points I want to make to
the super wealthy who think this is un-
necessary, there is a simple solution;
and I challenge them. All they have to
do is gift it to the Federal Government,
just get out their checkbook. We will
take it. We will put it in the Treasury.
We will use it to pay down debt. If they
want to turn over that money, I think
we would welcome it.

The last point I want to talk about is
just ideology. I think ideology is so im-
portant, and as a former government
teacher sometimes we get lost in the
view of government. The death tax
really speaks to the debate on ide-
ology, conservative versus liberal. It
really addresses a point of who controls
after-taxed wealth in America. And
that is what, for me, this debate is all
about. It is very simple. Who controls
after-taxed wealth that has already
been created after it has already been
taxed?

My friends, the liberals, would say,
well, government ought to control it
because government has plans to redis-
tribute that wealth throughout the
country.

We would say that is an award and a
benefit for taking the capital risk and
creating jobs and keeping our economy
going and if you want other people to
go back to small town America to cre-
ate five to 10 to 15 jobs, you ought to
make sure that they can pass on their
after-taxed wealth, after-taxed wealth,
to their family.

So I appreciate the gentleman sched-
uling this hour to talk about this. It is
very timely with our vote tomorrow. I
know I have a lot of friends on this side
that are going to be very supportive. I
look forward to the debate and I look
forward to casting the votes. It is a
pleasure to join my colleagues down on
the floor.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I would
simply say in echoing the remarks of
the gentleman that if we think about
the way that this impacts people,
okay, yes, obviously they are going to
talk about and we are going to hear a
lot of rhetoric on the floor tomorrow
and a lot of propaganda and dema-
goguery about how this is going to help
the really mega rich in this country,
but the reality is it affects people, av-
erage people, who are investing, who
are taking that risk, who are using the
market system that we have in this
country, to create a better life for
themselves and their families, but also
to create jobs and a better quality of
life for the people who are working for
them and to build their communities.

There is not a small businessperson
in a small town who is not the one who
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gets asked to support every single
charity, every single activity that is
going on, whether it is the local base-
ball team or whatever, and they are
there to step up and to support those
many activities, and it is part of our
community life.

I am going to give an example. I want
to read a short letter here that I re-
ceived from a constituent in South Da-
kota. This is a family farmer and this
is again a direct impact not on the
super rich but on the family farmer,
‘‘Eleven years after my mother died
and 7 years after my father passed
away, I still cannot be sure that the es-
tate is settled. We sold off 480 acres of
the family farm to pay the taxes, but I
do not have a final signed letter from
the IRS stating that the estate and the
audit are officially closed. My wife and
I have to meet with an estate planning
team on a regular basis to try to keep
our children from experiencing the
same estate tax problems we have
had.’’

Those are the words of a South Da-
kota farmer who has been hit hard by
this death tax. Surprisingly enough, he
considers himself one of the lucky
ones. He actually survived the death
tax and he can still farm after selling a
quarter of his land, land that has been
in his family for generations.
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His family farm narrowly survived,
even though he was hit 3 times. Not
only did he and his family pay the Fed-
eral estate tax, he paid nearly $71,000 in
State inheritance taxes and he had to
shell out at least $30,000 in legal fees to
settle the estate. Now, his children, of
course, stand to face the same problem
if we do not do something about repeal-
ing this tax.

Unfortunately, this farmer’s story is
all too common in rural America. The
death tax literally can destroy family-
owned farms and ranches by forcing
farmers and ranchers to sell off land,
buildings and equipment just so that
they can pay Uncle Sam.

Make no mistake about it. Despite
the rhetoric we are going to hear here
tomorrow, when farms and ranches dis-
appear, the rural economy suffers. We
are seeing people move out of rural
areas into more populated areas of this
country. If we want to preserve the fab-
ric and the bedrock values of this coun-
try and make it strong by allowing
family farming to survive, we have to
do something about this death tax.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from South Da-
kota, and I would say to the gentleman
from Illinois, he sells himself short,
Mr. Speaker, when he supposed a lack
of eloquence on his part, because noth-
ing is more eloquent than the real-life
experiences of fellow citizens that he
outlined for us. The gentleman from
South Dakota has followed suit. Then,
of course, we have the gentleman from
Pennsylvania here who built a busi-

ness, a grocery store in his hometown,
employing local folks. Talking about
the local perspective is so vital.

Mr. Speaker, I would note that the
gentleman in the chair, the Speaker
pro tempore, from the first district of
Arizona, we can claim a unique van-
tage point because the Speaker pro
tempore hails really from the 6th con-
gressional district, the town of Snow-
flake, named for the founding families,
the Snow family and the eponymously
named Flake family. Yes, Mr. Speaker,
we understand how this affects rural
and small town America. But as we
have seen in Arizona, with the incred-
ible growth and, indeed, over the last
10 years, the equivalent of the State of
Nebraska has moved to Arizona; we
have growing urban areas, we have peo-
ple coming in from all over the United
States.

One lady stopped me in one of our
cities the other day and she talked of
the experience of her father who was a
milkman in post-World War II Amer-
ica. He got up every day very early, ran
his route, saved what he could, in-
vested wisely, and built what some
would call a nest egg, but what the
Federal Government calls a substantial
estate in the millions of dollars. The
lady who stopped me, Mr. Speaker,
said, you would never have thought
that. My father was a hard-working
man, but even he said about his profes-
sion that he was blessed to live in
America and to have those opportuni-
ties, but in much the same way our col-
league from Illinois outlined the prob-
lems, in much the same way our col-
league from South Dakota read of the
plight of a farmer in his home State, so
this was this suburban housewife, the
beneficiary, if you will, of her father’s
estate, having to grapple with this in-
credible problem. She and her siblings
were bearing the brunt of liquidating
their father’s estate. His hard work,
the wages on which he had been taxed,
his very success was being penalized.

My colleague from Illinois had it
right when he talked about a grand de-
bate, a fundamental difference of vi-
sion. When it comes to the notion of
wealth, there are those in this chamber
who honestly believe, as difficult as it
is for most Americans to grasp this,
they honestly believe that the Federal
Government, that the Washington bu-
reaucracy should have first dibbs on
your money, and that death is a water-
shed event, and that the family should
pay up, oftentimes in excess of 50 per-
cent.

My friend from Illinois brought up
another topic that bears amplification
because, Mr. Speaker. In this town,
there is the punditocracy. There are
special interest groups who step for-
ward with the most curious ideas, and
the irony we have seen of the mega
rich stepping forward to say that this
death tax should be enforced deserves
some comment. The gentleman from Il-
linois, Mr. Speaker, was exactly right.
If our friends who are mega rich, bil-
lionaires and in some slang

gazillionaires, if they believe that their
progeny would receive the fruit of their
labors as some ill-gotten gains, if they
honestly believe that sending their
wealth to the Federal Government is
the highest and best use of their funds,
then by all means, Mr. Speaker, they
should find their attorneys, they
should prepare their estates or perhaps
have the check ready right now to
hand over the bulk and entirety of
their estates to the Federal Govern-
ment. But for the milkman who passed
away, whose daughter, the proverbial
soccer mom is having to deal with this
real problem, to the family rancher in
the 6th district of Arizona, to the small
business owner in the town of Snow-
flake, I respectfully say, let us restore
some fairness. Is it fair to expect those
people who survive to liquidate assets
and send over 50 percent to the Federal
Government? No, that is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, the fact is, tomorrow
we will take steps to address this fun-
damental issue of fairness when we
take the steps to eventually put this
death tax to death.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say that many opponents of the
Federal estate tax, including me, I
criticized it as being a death tax; it is
a death tax, there is no question about
it, and I believe it is fundamentally un-
fair, as the gentleman just noted, to
tax death. But again, characterizing
the death tax as only taking effect
when someone dies does not paint the
full picture of this thing, and it is a
misguided policy. Because the estate
tax does not just rear its ugly head
when someone dies; as Abraham Lin-
coln said, it is not just the years of
your life that count, it is the life of
your years. It is present through the
life of our years, and this fact can be
plainly demonstrated by looking at the
arguments being made by those who
are opposed to its repeal, because they
talk a lot about targeting tax relief by
increasing the small business and fam-
ily farm exemption already found in
the Tax Code. This is, again, of how the
IRS, how much paperwork it takes to
maintain this Tax Code, the exemption
consumes nearly 13 pages in the Tax
Code. Now, ironically, it is so narrow
and so complex that it only applies to
roughly 3 percent of small businesses
and family farms. So in order to qual-
ify for that exemption, taxpayers have
to start planning while they are alive
in order to meet the rigorous adjusted
gross estate value and material partici-
pation requirements that are in that
Tax Code. We talk about it as a death
tax, and it is that, but it is also a tax
during people’s lives that they have to
plan for over and over, again and again,
depriving the resources, the time, the
investment that could be put to much
more productive use.

Incidentally, I just want to mention
too, because I think the gentleman
from Pennsylvania noted earlier how
often it is that actually a family farm
or small business or operation gets
passed on to the next generation, and

VerDate 03-APR-2001 04:34 Apr 04, 2001 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K03AP7.119 pfrm04 PsN: H03PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1403April 3, 2001
the numbers I have here in front of me
say that 80 percent of small employers
spend the costly resources to protect
their families from the death tax and
in spite of that, in spite of that, they
still often fail, because 70 percent of
small and family-owned businesses do
not survive through the second genera-
tion, and 87 percent do not make it to
the third generation. So 9 out of every
10 successors whose family business
failed within 3 years of the owner’s
death said death taxes played a major
role in that company’s demise.

So if we think about the impact this
has on the transfer of the economic en-
gine in this economy for the next gen-
eration and what we are doing, which
is, in effect, making it even more dif-
ficult than it is, and it is difficult
enough to make that happen. So again,
this is a tax on death, it is a tax on
life; it is something that is so costly to
comply with and something which lit-
erally deprives one generation of
Americans who have worked very, very
hard for the benefit of passing that
hard work on to the next generation.

So I just think again, we have an op-
portunity to do something about this
and we have tried and tried and tried,
as the gentleman from Arizona always
says, to get this done, and yet despite
our best efforts in the last couple of
years, because again we met the veto
pen at the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue; this year it is different. There
is a new sheriff in town and we have an
opportunity to do what is right by fam-
ily farmers and ranchers and small
business people, not just in the rural
areas of the country, but in the more
populated areas, like the gentleman
from Arizona where he lives.

I might add that a lot of people from
my State like to go down there because
it is a little warmer climate than what
we have had to deal with, but there are
a lot of us who like to live in South Da-
kota in spite of the climate because of
the quality of life, and part of the qual-
ity of life hinges upon having an active
economy and making sure that the
government is not making more out of
that economy than is necessary and al-
lowing it to continue to grow and pro-
vide jobs. So there are a lot of young
people who want to live in South Da-
kota when they grow up to have that
opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, this is important work
that we are doing. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania who again
spoke so eloquently earlier about his
personal experience with this issue.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, if you want less of something,
tax it another way, another time; if
you want more of something, do not
tax it. Any time we can remove an im-
pediment from businesses succeeding,
we ought to be about it.

I am going to diverse just for a mo-
ment, because Bill Gates has said this
3 or 4 times in my presence and it has
made a big impact on me. He said, as
he travels around the world, because he
is one of the leaders of the technology

revolution that has brought about the
strong economy in this country, he
says, everywhere he goes, he will go to
Japan and he said, why did it not hap-
pen here first? Why did it happen in the
States? He will go to Germany and Eu-
rope and other countries, and he will
say, why did it not happen here? We
are smart people. And he said the rea-
son it did not happen there and that it
happened here is we have the most eco-
nomic freedom. We have the least bu-
reaucracy. We have the least power in
the bureaucracy to control and regu-
late.

Now, a lot of us think we have too
much, but we do not have as much as
they do. He said, they could not have
brought about the changes that were
necessary to implement this. This
technology was around a while before
it took off, before it became this spur
to our economy. I just want to say
that, because it is that economic free-
dom of this country that we must de-
fend.

The difference in America from any-
where else in the world, and our future,
in my opinion, depends on the ability
of any individual that has a process, a
manufacturing process or a commodity
to market that process or that com-
modity or manufacture that product
and compete against the big boys. Now,
when I was in the food business, I was
an independent supermarket. I had to
fight the chains. Now, I do not dislike
the chains. They are large, they are
powerful, they have hundreds of stores
and the power of buying, and I had to
compete with them. But that is what
America is about, allowing little peo-
ple with big ideas and lots of intense
hard work to build a business. We
never know when we have an employer
of 50 people that can suddenly bust out
and be 500 people, 5,000 people. I have
seen it happen, where somebody start-
ed in a garage and then moved into a
vacant building and the next thing we
know, they are building new factories
and they are employing hundreds, if
not thousands, of people.
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We do not want to do anything to
trip those people up on their way, be-
cause that is what makes America dif-
ferent: It is a land of opportunity. It is
a land of economic freedom. When we
tax two and three times and take that
power of earnings away from people
and cause families to lose that whole
thrust, they may salvage the business,
but for the next 5 to 10 years they are
paying interest on this debt that they
have accumulated to pay the taxes.

If we add up the money that is spent
in this country avoiding this tax, I
would not be surprised if this tax, what
it costs people and businesses and what
it costs the government to collect it,
that it is an absolute loser. It is not
time to tinker with it, it is time to get
it out of the way as an impediment to
growing successful businesses in this
country. It is one less impediment for
families and hard-working people.

Most people who own a business do
not work 8 hours a day, they work dou-
ble shift, triple shift, whatever it takes
to make the business work, to pay the
bills. Those people should not be
threatened and have the problem of
spending all their resources and time
trying to salvage the family business.

It is time to put the death tax to bed.
It is time to just remove it and get it
out of the way as something that real-
ly is not in the best interests of our
economic future.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

I also recognize on the floor right
now a new addition to the Congress,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
AKIN), who has joined us this year. He
also, I think, represents a good number
of people who probably care very deep-
ly about this issue.

He has come to this Congress I think
intent, like many of us have, on mak-
ing a change for the better to try and
create an environment in this country
where the American people get to keep
more of what they earn, and where we
are distributing power out of Wash-
ington, getting more power back into
the economy and back into the hands
of individuals and families and less in
the hands of Washington bureaucrats.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. AKIN).

Mr. AKIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

One of the things we could comment
on here is the timeliness of this meas-
ure that is before us. One of the things
we are aware of is that the economy
has not been as strong as it might be.
There is no coincidence that we are
dealing with the repeal of the death
tax.

I think people sometimes do not un-
derstand the connection, though. I
think that the connection is rather
straightforward when we consider
where is it that people are employed in
America. What we find is, and it is not
intuitively obvious, I do not think, is
that about 80 percent of our jobs are in
small businesses. Those small busi-
nesses, many of them are started either
by some individual or the parent of
some individual.

Those small businesses, with the
death tax the way it is now, stand at
risk. Because if we take a lot of those
businesses and all of a sudden we have
to tax that asset at a 55 percent rate,
we basically close the business down
and send those jobs somewhere else. I
do not think that is what we want to
be doing with this economy.

Mr. Speaker, the whole point of get-
ting rid of the death tax really has a
lot to do with keeping jobs in this
country and really helping, because if
we take a look, all of our big corpora-
tions which we consider to be national
assets, they all started at one time as
a small business somewhere. So pro-
tecting those small businesses, allow-
ing them to remain solvent, allowing
those jobs to remain in this country
and not closing down the family farm,
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those are the kinds of things that af-
fect our economy.

So this I would say, gentlemen, is a
particularly timely measure, and it is
well past due that we get rid of the tax
on widows and orphans known as the
death tax.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments.

I think just as a matter of funda-
mental tax policy and principle in this
country, we have said this before and it
is true, when a family member dies the
family should not have to deal with the
undertaker and the IRS at the same
time. That is in effect what we have
created with the Tax Code in this coun-
try.

As we again move into this debate to-
morrow, we are going to hear a lot of
arguments from the other side which
will range in all kinds of ways. I can-
not even envision, imagine, and con-
template at this point what we might
hear in terms of opposition to this, but
I can imagine a lot of it will center on
the fact that this is going to help those
who are particularly affluent and
wealthy in this country.

The fact of the matter is they will
use examples like Bill Gates and oth-
ers. Those are people who have done
well in this country. Yet, the people
that I represent in the State of South
Dakota are not the Bill Gateses, Steve
Forbeses, Donald Trumps, they are
hard-working American men and
women who are trying to make ends
meet, and who are trying to raise their
kids and educate them, and create a
better quality of life for themselves
and their families and their commu-
nities.

Someone said earlier, I think the
gentleman from Illinois when he was
here on the floor, that only one in 20
farms is lost in this country or has to
be sold to pay the death tax.

If we think about that, in my State
of South Dakota there are 32,000, in
round numbers, family farmers. If we
lose one in 20, that is 5 percent. That is
1,600 farms.

Mr. Speaker, one does not have to be
a real serious mathematician over time
to look at what happens as far as a
trend line. We will see in a very short
order that what is the backbone of the
economy in rural areas, and that is our
family farmers, are very much at risk,
very much imperiled, and very much in
jeopardy if we do not take the steps
that are necessary, not only to in-
crease prices and to reduce the cost of
production, two issues that are sepa-
rate issues, but also to lessen the tax
and regulatory burden on many of
these people.

So again, I think this is a timely de-
bate. I hope this is an issue that we
will see broad bipartisan support for.

I am happen to yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, and welcome my
friend, the gentleman from Missouri, to
this Chamber and to service in the
United States House.

My friends from Missouri often say,
Show me. Sadly, the Federal govern-
ment has taken a slogan that Holly-
wood popularized a few years ago, show
me the money, and taken it from fam-
ily enterprises.

It has been noted before, Mr. Speak-
er, that the power to tax is the power
to destroy. Mr. Speaker, nowhere have
we seen it with a more egregious im-
pact, with a more unfair specter, with
a fundamental departure from our val-
ues and ethics, than we have seen with
this death tax.

Yes, for years it was called an estate
tax, offering this type of placid, pas-
toral recognition. But what it is in re-
ality is the death tax: the destroyer of
jobs, the destroyer of economic oppor-
tunity, the destroyer of communities
and a way of life.

Some have come to service on this
Hill offering a slogan and a written
word, It takes a village. Well, Mr.
Speaker, I think it is fair to ask, what
happens when we tax the businesses
and farms and ranchers in said village
literally to death? What happens when
we abandon the notion of basic fairness
and penalize people whose only offense
is to succeed?

Why punish those who have worked
to establish a growing business, an ag-
ricultural or economic enterprise cre-
ating jobs, generating wealth, and not
coincidentally, Mr. Speaker, paying
taxes on those funds even as they are
accumulated? Why then turn around
and tax the survivors, and destroy the
businesses or drive them into arcane
policies where time and money is
drained from job creation in the con-
ventional sense, instead to go to law-
yers and accountants, and to drain the
productivity of the economic enter-
prise?

Now, Mr. Speaker, we will have those
who come to the floor, and we should
acknowledge the fact, as my colleague
from Illinois and now Missouri has
done standing on that side of the aisle,
there will be those who will join with
us in a bipartisan way tomorrow, but
there will be others who say, ‘‘Yes, this
tax is unfair, but we cannot vote to do
this now;’’ or, ‘‘not this way;’’ or
maybe, ‘‘There is a cheaper way to do
this,’’ for political advantage or par-
tisan embarrassment.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say to
the American people on the eve of this
historic debate, accept no cheap substi-
tutions. Join with us to put this death
tax to death, because the power to tax
has in this instance for too many fami-
lies, for too many farms and ranches
and small towns and essential busi-
nesses, become the destroyer of their
worlds and their vision and their very
livelihoods.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arizona for stating
in very eloquent and concise terms
really what this debate is about, be-
cause on a fundamental level, inas-
much as we talk sometimes about
these issues in abstract terms, this
really is another issue, and we have

discussed many of them as we have
talked about the President’s agenda,
that affects very real people in a very
real and personal way.

As we move through trying to imple-
ment an agenda which, because of
these good economic times and because
of the hard work of the American peo-
ple, has generated more money in the
Federal Treasury than is necessary to
run the cost of government, the Amer-
ican people I believe, and the President
asked for it when he spoke right here
behind us in this Chamber, the Amer-
ican people want and deserve a refund.

I think that if we look at the mar-
riage penalty, which in my State af-
fects 75,000 couples, if we talk about
the per child tax credit which we acted
on last week, which affects 119,000 chil-
dren in South Dakota and their par-
ents, it is about taking the dollars that
are coming in here that are more than
are necessary to run the cost of govern-
ment, protecting and walling off Social
Security, addressing the long-term
needs to reform Medicare, paying down
the Federal debt in historic levels, lev-
els never before seen; certainly not
seen in the last 40 years, when our col-
leagues on the other side ran this
Chamber. I do not know when the last
time is when we have had substantial
paydown of the Federal debt.

But we have had an opportunity to
allow the American people to keep
some of this surplus which is theirs in
the first place. The President has said
it, it is the people’s money. We need
not forget that.

So whether it is the marriage penalty
or the per child tax credit, the death
tax, reducing marginal rates, it is im-
portant that the American people un-
derstand that they have overpaid the
cost of government, very simply, very
fundamentally. When that happens,
just in the same way as when they go
into the store to buy a pair of shoes
and they hand the clerk a $100 bill for
an $80 pair of shoes, they don’t say,
‘‘Keep the change.’’ They have overpaid
the cost of the Federal government.

This is where the American people I
think really need to be tuned into this
debate, because it is their money we
are talking about. We all know that if
it stays here in Washington, it is going
to get spent on more and bigger gov-
ernment programs.

It all comes back to the basic ques-
tion, somebody talked about ideology
earlier of who has the power: Does
Washington, D.C. have the power, or
does the American family have the
power?

We happen to believe as a matter of
principle that when we have an oppor-
tunity to allow the American people in
this country to keep more of their
hard-earned dollars, they have more
power and more control of over their
lives to make decisions that are in the
best interests of themselves also and
their families and their communities.
That really is what this debate is all
about.

Tomorrow is another chapter in that
debate. We take up the death tax.
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Again, I hope that we can successfully
piece together a tax relief package that
incorporates principles that not only
provide tax relief, but tax reform and
tax fairness to the American people.

The interesting thing about this is
that our friends on the other side, they
will complain and holler, but they are
coming along. They have already
agreed to more tax relief than this
President vetoed last year when we
acted upon it.

They are now rolling out alter-
natives, all kinds of alternatives. They
may not like exactly the way we are
doing it, but they understand what the
American people understand. That is
that this is their money, the Ameri-
cans’ money, and we need to make sure
they are able to keep it.

I appreciate the gentleman from Ari-
zona joining us this evening, and the
gentleman from Missouri, for their
thoughtful comments and observa-
tions. I expect the gentleman will be
engaged in that debate tomorrow as it
gets under way as a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means. We
thank the gentleman for his efforts to
lead the charge to eliminate not only
the death tax but a lot of the other in-
equities in the Tax Code.

I would say to the gentleman from
Missouri, again, I appreciate the
chance to conduct this discussion this
evening. Hopefully we will get the de-
bate under way. The debate is joined.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of personal busi-
ness.

Mr. LATHAM (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and April 4 on ac-
count of the death of his father.

Mr. WALDEN of Oregon (at the request
of Mr. ARMEY) for today on account of
attending a funeral.

Mr. WOLF (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of attend-
ing a funeral.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DELAHUNT) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MCKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BACA, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, for 5

minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KOLBE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. OSBORNE, for 5 minutes, April 4.
Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, today

and April 4.
Mr. GRUCCI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LINDER, for 5 minutes, April 4.
Mrs. MORELLA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KELLER, for 5 minutes, April 4.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 44 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, April 4, 2001, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1415. A letter from the Regulatory Contact,
Grain Inspection, Packers, and Stockyards
Administration, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Fees for Commodity and Rice Inspection
Services (RIN: 0580–AA74) received March 30,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

1416. A letter from the Chief, Programs and
Legislation Division, Office of Legislative
Liaison, Department of the Air Force, trans-
mitting notification that the Commander of
Air Combat Command (ACC) is initiating a
single-function cost comparison of the ACC
Communications Group to include functions
such as configuration and interoperability
management, data-link, desktop software de-
velopment, and Ground Tactical Air Control
System at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia,
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2461; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

1417. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement of Vice Admiral Joseph
W. Mobley, United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of Vice Admiral on
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1418. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter on the
approved retirement of Vice Admiral Edward
Moore, Jr., United States Navy, and his ad-
vancement to the grade of Vice Admiral on
the retired list; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1419. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final
rule—Equal Credit Opportunity [Regulation
B; Docket No. R–1040] received March 30,
2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

1420. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final
rule—Truth in Savings [Regulation DD;

Docket No. R–1044] received March 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

1421. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final
rule—Consumer Leasing [Regulation M;
Docket No. R–1042] received March 30, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

1422. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final
rule—Truth in Lending [Regulation Z; Dock-
et No. R–1043] received March 30, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

1423. A letter from the Director, Office of
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Affairs,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Assessments (RIN: 2550–AA15) received April
3, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Financial Services.

1424. A letter from the Director, Office of
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Rules of Practice and Procedure (RIN:
2550–AA16) received April 3, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

1425. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Office of Public and
Indian Housing, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Allocation of Oper-
ating Subsidies Under the Operating Fund
Formula [Docket No. FR–4425–I–12] (RIN:
2577–AB88) received April 2, 2001, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

1426. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the
Corporaton’s final rule—Rescission of De-
posit Broker Notification, Recordkeeping
and Reporting Requirements (RIN: 3064–
AC48) received April 3, 2001, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

1427. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Mine Safety and Health, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Diesel Particulate Matter
Exposure of Underground Coal Miners; Delay
of Effective Dates (RIN: 1219–AA74) received
March 30, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

1428. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Mine Safety and Health, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Diesel Particulate Matter
Exposure of Underground Metal and
Nonmetal Miners; Delay of Effective Dates
(RIN: 1219–AB11) received March 30, 2001, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

1429. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule—Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits—received March 28, 2001,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

1430. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Medical Device; Exemption From Premarket
Notification; Class II Devices; Pharmacy
Compounding Systems [Docket No. 00P–1554]
received April 2, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.
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